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[abstract] 
An analysis of superannuation disclosures in the financial reports of 120 public companies 
shows surprisingly frequent instances of non-compliance with AASB 1028.  This is attributed 
to inherent weaknesses in the mandatory disclosure requirements. Significant problems 
include inconsistencies in the reporting of information about hybrid superannuation funds 
sponsored by companies, absence of timeliness, and non-disclosure of contribution holidays. 
These findings suggest that present superannuation disclosure requirements do not meet the 
objective of providing useful information for decision-making.   
 
 
[body] 
Over the past two decades the assets held in superannuation funds have increased rapidly, reaching 
$518 billion by the end of December 2002 (APRA 2003). Attempts by Australian standard setters to 
regulate accounting for employers’ superannuation obligations have been difficult and protracted. 
Although standard setters initially proposed recognition of superannuation obligations, they acceded 
to lobbyists’ demands and included only limited interim disclosure requirements, pending further 
discussion and development of a standard (Ang et al  2000). 
While information disclosed in financial reports may differ in user effects from recognised information, 
disclosures are expected to provide useful information for users’ decision-making. SAC 3 Qualitative 
Characteristics of Financial Information identifies “relevance” and “reliability” as primary qualitative 
characteristics that information in financial reports should possess. Relevant financial information 
should assist users of a financial report to make predictions about the future and/or evaluate past 
decisions (SAC 3, para. 8). Reliable financial information should faithfully represent, without undue 
error or bias, an entity’s economic transactions and events (SAC 3, para. 16).  
The objectives of this study are to examine the extent of compliance with AASB 1028 Accounting for 
Employee Entitlements and evaluate the relevance and reliability of those disclosures. A common 
method of assessing the relevance of accounting information is to test for relationships between 
disclosed information and market reactions to that information (ie, the value-relevance method). Using 
this method, research in the US provides substantial evidence of associations between share price 
and pension1 assets, liabilities and expense items disclosed in company accounts (see Daley 1984, 
Dhaliwal 1986, Landsman 1986, Maher 1987, Barth 1991 and Barth et al 1992). Also, in an Australian 
study of the value-relevance of superannuation disclosures, Ang et al (1999) find associations 
between the information content of superannuation disclosures and share price. However, in contrast 
to US findings, Australian market participants do not attribute greater explanatory power to accrued 
benefits over vested benefits. Ang et al (1999, p. 206) suggest that “uncertainty attached to actuarial 
estimates, and in many cases, dated valuations associated with triennial actuarial valuations of 
accrued benefits in Australia” potentially explains inconsistencies between their findings and those of 
similar US pension studies. Neither Ang et al (1999) nor any other Australian study investigates this 
inconsistency or alternative explanatory factors.2 
Given the complexities of superannuation measurement and reporting, it is important to consider first 
the qualitative nature of the superannuation information and identify factors likely to affect the 
relevance and reliability of the disclosures before undertaking quantitative testing using variables that 
may lack theoretical support. This study takes that first step by exploring the quality of the 
superannuation information disclosed in company financial reports to identify any weaknesses in its 
reliability and potential relevance.  
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The superannuation information that AASB 1028 requires companies to disclose is drawn from the 
financial reports of the superannuation funds sponsored by the companies. This reliance on a 
secondary source of information has implications for both the relevance and reliability of the company 
disclosures. Timeliness is of particular significance, as the information is likely to become less 
relevant as the gap in time increases between the date of the superannuation fund report and the date 
the information is disclosed in the company report. Similarly, accrued benefits, which are commonly 
measured only every three years, are likely to be less relevant than other items, such as fund assets, 
that are measured every year. Relationships between accrued benefits and fund assets are likely to 
be meaningless if the two items are measured at different dates. An absence of common 
measurement dates affects both the comparability of the data and the reliability of aggregate data. 
Thus measurement is a key issue in the assessment of the quality of superannuation disclosures 
made in accordance with AASB 1028.  
 
   
Accounting for superannuation 
Retirement benefits are funded through regular contributions by employers and employees to a 
separately established trust. The promised benefits may be in the form of a defined contribution plan 
(DCP)3 or a defined benefit plan (DBP). Under a DCP, the employer makes predetermined periodic 
contributions, usually a percentage of the employee’s salary, to the superannuation fund. In contrast, 
under a DBP the promised benefit is predetermined by reference to a formula which is usually based 
on years of service and salary at the time of retirement. Employers are obliged to make contributions 
to the superannuation plan to fund the predetermined end benefit. 
  
Accounting for employers’ obligations under a DCP is straightforward. The superannuation expense 
each year is the amount of the predetermined contributions, and once the contributions have been 
paid to the superannuation fund, no further liability exists for the employer. In a DBP, the accounting 
issues are more complicated and centre on recognition and measurement of superannuation 
expenses and assets/liabilities for the sponsoring employer. In relation to the annual superannuation 
expense, should the amount recognised simply be the amount of cash contributed to the 
superannuation fund or should it be based on benefits accrued? If the latter, how should the expense 
be measured? If the sponsored superannuation plan is overfunded (underfunded), should an asset 
(liability) for the amount of the surplus (deficit) be recognised in the employer’s statement of financial 
position? How should any recognised (or disclosed) asset or liability be measured? Many complex 
issues stem from these questions and have been the subject of considerable debate.  
 
 
Development of superannuation disclosure rules  
The earliest attempt to address the issue of accounting for superannuation in employer's accounts 
was made in 1978 when a draft of a proposed standard was privately circulated (ASFA 1979, Francis 
1981, Stevenson 1983).  It is evident that the proposals were not acceptable, as the exposure draft 
did not proceed to the next stage in the standard setting process. The standard setters deferred the 
development of a standard on employers’ superannuation obligations and instead focused on 
developing a standard for accounting and reporting by superannuation plans.4  
 
The discussion paper Accounting and Reporting for Superannuation Plans by Hubbard was published 
by the Australian Accounting Research Foundation (AARF) in 1982. Two exposure drafts, separately 
dealing with defined benefit and defined contribution plans, were then issued in 1986, and the 
standard AAS 25 Financial Reporting by Superannuation Plans was finally issued in August 1990. 
The development and implementation of AAS 25 was contentious, with the superannuation industry 
lobbying vigorously in opposition to many of the exposure draft (ED) proposals and provisions of the 
final standard (Klumpes 1994, Gallery 1999). Despite consultation with the superannuation industry 
throughout the process, and concessions made in recognition of industry concerns, the standard  
setters issued AAS 25 without gaining industry support for the standard.5 A major point of 
disagreement was the treatment of accrued benefits as a liability of the superannuation fund. In light 
of this history it is not surprising that the debate was rekindled when a standard for employers’ 
superannuation accounting was proposed. 
ED 53 Accounting for Employee Entitlements was issued in August 1991 and, inter alia, included 
proposals for the measurement and recognition of employers’ superannuation obligations. Given the 
earlier opposition to AAS 25 provisions, it is not surprising that the ED 53 proposals generated 
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considerable comment (Lambert and Gallery 1995). Public companies that lobbied on ED 53 almost 
unanimously opposed the superannuation proposals. Their main concern was the adverse effects that 
the measurement and recognition requirements would have on income volatility (Ang et al 2000). The 
strength of lobbyists’ objections resulted in the standard setters issuing AASB 1028 Accounting for 
Employee Entitlements (finally released in March 1994) without any superannuation measurement or 
recognition requirements.6 AASB 1028 merely requires companies to disclose certain information 
about the defined benefit superannuation plans that they sponsor. The standard setters flagged their 
intention to amend the standard some time in the future (AASB 1028 Preface), but the standard 
remains unchanged.7 Thus Australian practice in accounting for employers’ superannuation 
obligations continues to be largely unregulated.  
 
 
 
Superannuation disclosure requirements 
The Australian standard setters maintain that the AASB 1028 disclosure requirements will provide 
“relevant and reliable information about employee entitlements in the accounts and consolidated 
accounts by ensuring that employee entitlements are accounted for on a consistent basis” (AASB 
1028, para. 7, Commentary (iii)). It is foreshadowed that the standard will be revised to include 
recognition and measurement requirements but, as an interim, the required disclosures “will enhance 
users’ understanding of the economic impact of employers’ involvement . . . in defined benefit 
superannuation plans” (AASB 1028, para. 14, Commentary (xiv)). Of the primary users7 of general 
purpose financial reports, the users most interested in superannuation disclosures are likely to be 
investors and employees of the company. Information about the company’s superannuation 
obligations enables investors to assess the economic effects of those obligations on the present and 
future profitability and financial position of the company. As direct stakeholders in DBPs sponsored by 
companies, employees are likely to be interested in the extent to which their employer company is 
meeting its superannuation obligations.  
 
The disclosure requirements under AASB 1028 relate only to defined benefit plans)8 and not to 
defined contribution plans.9 AASB 1028 (para. 14(e)) requires companies to disclose the following 
items in relation to the DBPs they sponsor:  
(1) net market value of plan assets (NMVPA); 
(2) accrued benefits (AB) ⎯ including benefits which have accrued since the last 
measurement date up to the plan reporting date; 
(3) the difference between the net market value of plan assets and accrued benefits; and  
(4) vested benefits (VB).  
 
Disclosure of these four items is required for each plan and in aggregate and they must be 
determined in accordance with the requirements of AAS 25. Thus the source of the information is the 
most recent financial report of the sponsored DBP, although other sources may be used if more 
recent information is provided (eg an actuarial review). The date at which the amount of NMVPA, AB 
and VB were measured must also be disclosed, as well as the employer’s accounting policy in respect 
of sponsored DBPs and any amounts relating to the DBPs that are recognised in the accounts. A 
general requirement for disclosure of prior-year comparative information is also included (AASB 1028, 
para. 16). AASB 1028 also encourages, but does not require, the disclosure of information about the 
assumptions adopted in determining the present value of employee entitlement liabilities. In the case 
of superannuation benefits, this would be the actuarial assumptions underlying the measurement of 
accrued benefits.10  
 
 
Issues arising from the disclosure requirements 
As the amount of AB, VB and NMVPA disclosed in company accounts must be determined in 
accordance with AAS 25, these items need to be drawn from the most recent audited financial reports 
of the superannuation plans sponsored by the company. The AAS 25 requirements in relation to each 
of the three items are: 
  
Accrued benefits are “benefits the plan is presently obliged to transfer in the future to members and 
beneficiaries as a result of membership of the plan up to the reporting date” (para. 10). Accrued 
benefits of DBPs are measured “using actuarial assumptions and valuations where appropriate, as 
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the present value of expected future payments arising from membership of the plan up to the 
measurement date.  The present value of expected future benefit payments shall be determined by 
discounting the gross benefit payments at a current, market-determined, risk-adjusted discount rate 
appropriate to the plan” (para. 50).   
 
The AB measure is determined as part of a comprehensive actuarial review, which in accordance with 
AAS 25, must be conducted at least every three years. This means that the amount of AB disclosed in 
the sponsoring company’s financial report may have been measured at a date up to four years before 
the company’s reporting date.11  
 
Vested benefits are “benefits, the members’ rights to which, under the terms of a superannuation 
plan, are not conditional upon continued plan membership or any factor other than resignation from 
the plan” (para. 10). VB are required to be separately disclosed by way of note in the financial report 
as at the DBP’s reporting date (para. 65). Thus the amount of VB is required to be determined each 
balance date.  
 
Net market value of plan assets. All superannuation plan assets are required to be measured at net 
market value as at the plan’s reporting date (para. 37). Net market value is defined as “the amount 
which could be expected to be received from the disposal of an asset in an orderly market after 
deducting costs expected to be incurred in realising the proceeds of such a disposal” (para. 10).  
Neither AAS 25 nor AASB 1028 defines NMVPA, but it could be assumed to mean the net assets of 
the plan (measured at market value) after deduction of the plan’s liabilities. This absence of a 
definition could lead to an alternative interpretation that NMVPA is the amount of plan assets before 
deducting liabilities.12  
Thus, AB is measured at the most recent actuarial valuation date and VB and NMVPA are measured 
at the most recent reporting date of the DBP, unless more recent information is available. AASB 1028 
also requires disclosure of the difference between AB and NMVPA. Where the amount of the NMVPA 
is greater (less) than AB, the DBP is in surplus (deficit). If the measurement dates of AB and NMVPA 
differ, then the amount of the reported surplus/deficit is likely to be misstated. Material measurement 
error adversely affects the reliability of the disclosed surplus/deficit. In these circumstances, investors, 
employees and other users could be misled by both irrelevant and unreliable disclosures.  
 
 
Qualitative characteristics of superannuation disclosures  
For financial information to be relevant it must assist users in making and evaluating 
economic decisions in assessing the rendering of accountability by preparers. Relevant 
information is required for both predictive and confirmatory purposes (SAC 3 para. 8). 
Financial information may be relevant because of its nature, magnitude, or both (SAC 3 
para.12). As mentioned previously, the primary users who are likely to be interested in 
superannuation disclosures in company accounts are investors and employees. Investors are 
interested in the economic effects of superannuation obligations on the value of the firm and 
the employees are interested in how the company is meeting its obligations to fund promised 
superannuation benefits.  
Materiality is an important factor in assessing the relevance of financial information. Materiality applies 
to the AASB 1028 requirements in that information about employee entitlements (including 
superannuation) is material if its omission, non-disclosure or misstatement has the potential to 
adversely affect economic decisions or discharge of accountability by the company’s directors (AASB 
1028, para. 8). Although small amounts of employee entitlements may not be material to investors’ 
decision-making, by its nature this information is likely to be material to employees. For example, 
significant underfunding of a small superannuation fund sponsored by the company may not be 
relevant to investors’ decision-making but non-disclosure of the underfunding may adversely affect the 
discharge of accountability of the firm’s management to its employees.  
A further influence on the relevance of financial information is timeliness, in that it may lose relevance 
if there is undue delay in reporting it (SAC 3, para. 39). Timeliness is particularly important to the 
relevance of superannuation disclosures because the information is derived from a secondary source,  
the superannuation fund financial reports. Superannuation information that relates to reporting periods 
earlier than the period for which the company is reporting could be assumed to be less relevant.  
  5
The second desirable qualitative characteristic of financial information is reliability. For financial 
information to be reliable it must faithfully represent the underlying economic transactions and events 
(SAC 3, para. 16). Measurement plays a key role in the determination of whether information is 
reliable. Two aspects of measurement are important in superannuation disclosures. First, the accrued 
benefits amounts are actuarial estimates of the present value of future benefits payments which have 
accrued to the valuation date. In estimating the value of accrued benefits, the actuary has to make 
assumptions about uncertain future events which extend over very long periods, including future 
salary levels, mortality rates, membership turnover and investment returns. As the uncertainty of each 
actuarial assumption increases, the greater the potential for measurement error which, in turn, 
diminishes the reliability of the AB estimate.13  
The second measurement issue in superannuation disclosures is the additivity of aggregated items. 
Given that the accrued benefits of a DBP may be measured only once every three years, but plan 
assets are reported every year, the amount of the surplus/deficit (NMVPA less AB) could be 
misleading if the amounts of the two items are measured at different dates. Similarly, if a company 
sponsors more than one DBP with different reporting dates, then the aggregate amounts of AB, VB 
and NMVPA in the company financial report could be misleading.  
An overarching factor in assessing the relevance and reliability of financial information is 
comparability. For financial information to be useful it also needs to be comparable with respect to 
comparing aspects of an entity at one time and over time, and between entities at one time and over 
time (SAC 3 para. 31). Thus the presentation and measurement of superannuation information in 
company financial reports need to be consistent from year to year and between companies.   
 
 
RESEARCH METHOD 
 
 
The annual financial reports of companies that sponsor defined benefit plans were first examined to 
assess the extent to which each company complied with the superannuation disclosures mandated by 
AASB 1028, paragraph 14 (e). Each of the disclosure items was rated as “fully complied”, “partly 
complied” or “not complied”. In the second stage of the analysis the disclosure items were assessed 
on factors which potentially affect the relevance and reliability of the information. 
  
The sample of companies used in this study is drawn from the top 500 companies14 which have 
financial reports available on the Connect 4 Annual Report Collection. To identify companies that 
sponsor one or more defined benefit superannuation plans, a word search was conducted of 1998 
financial reports on the Connect 4 CD-ROM database.15 An initial sample of 140 companies 
sponsoring DBPs was found, of which 20 were deleted due to foreign domicile (9),16 takeover (4) or 
no report for 1999 on Connect 4 (7), leaving a final sample of 120 companies. The 1999 financial 
reports of these companies were scrutinised for superannuation disclosures.  
In an attempt to verify the company disclosures, reports of the sponsored superannuation funds were 
sought from the trustees of the Australian funds. Superannuation fund financial reports are not 
available from a central source and therefore requests for fund reports were sent to the relevant 
trustees. Requests were sent to 176 trustees, of which 102 sent some or all of the requested reports, 
5 sent the sponsoring company report, 11 advised that the fund was closed or merged with another 
fund, and 58 did not respond. Overall, audited financial reports were provided for some or all of the 
DBPs sponsored by 76 of the 120 companies in the sample, making it possible to verify some or all of 
the superannuation disclosures by those 76 companies.  
 
 
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 
 
Compliance 
Table 1 shows the degree of compliance by companies in relation to each of the items required to be 
disclosed by AASB 1028. The standard requires that companies disclose the amounts of accrued 
benefits (AB), net market value of plan assets (NMVPA), the difference between AB and NMVPA 
(surplus/deficit) and vested benefits (VB) for each DBP that they sponsor. Table 1 shows that 
although 88% of the companies disclosed the NMVPA and 86% disclosed AB and VB, only 79% 
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disclosed the surplus/deficit. AASB 1028 also requires that where a company sponsors more than one 
DBP, the aggregate amount for each of the four items (AB, NMVPA, surplus/deficit and VB) must be 
disclosed. Of the 120 companies in the sample, 61 disclosed that they sponsor more than one DBP. 
However, only two-thirds of companies with multiple DBPs disclosed the aggregate amounts for each 
of the four items.  
 
 
[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE] 
 
AASB 1028 requires disclosure of the date at which each of AB, NMVPA and VB were measured. 
Only about half of the companies fully complied with this requirement and about one-third partly 
complied. Those that partly complied disclosed the actuarial valuation date or the fund balance date 
without specifically stating whether each of the three items was measured at that date.  
In relation to the requirement that companies disclose their superannuation accounting policy, a high 
proportion of the sample companies (88%) complied. In most cases this disclosure is merely a 
statement that the company expenses superannuation contributions as incurred. AASB 1028 does not 
specifically state what the policy disclosure should include and therefore even a very general 
statement about superannuation expense meets the standard’s policy disclosure requirement. 
However, a few companies go further and voluntarily disclose that they do not recognise the plan 
surplus in the accounts.  
AASB 1028 requires disclosure of any amounts recognised in the financial report, including 
contribution expense, amounts payable to the superannuation fund, any surplus or deficit that is 
recognised, and the revenue or expense associated with movements in the surplus/deficit.17 As 
shown in Table 1, only 62% of the sample companies disclosed amounts recognised in the accounts 
and, with only a few exceptions, these relate to the contributions expense.  Of the 45 companies 
which did not comply, 12 (27%) showed an amount as “superannuation expense” without 
distinguishing between the amounts attributable to DBPs and DCPs sponsored by the company.18 
Although all except three companies reported a net surplus for the DBPs they sponsor, only two 
companies voluntarily recognised the superannuation fund surplus.  
Finally, Table 1 shows that the highest level of non-compliance was in relation to the requirement to 
disclose prior-year comparative information, with only about half of the companies disclosing this 
information.  
Overall, the results indicate considerable non-compliance with AASB 1028 superannuation reporting 
requirements. Given that none of the non-complying companies were issued with qualified audit 
reports for failure to comply with the accounting standard, a question arises of whether there are 
inherent problems with the disclosure requirements, which, in turn, justify non-compliance. That is, 
would compliance lead to disclosure of less relevant and less reliable information than is disclosed in 
practice?  
 
 
Relevance and reliability of superannuation disclosures 
An objective of this study is to show the extent to which the superannuation disclosures in company 
financial reports satisfy the SAC 3 qualitative characteristics that financial information should possess 
in order to be useful for decision-making. Where available, disclosures in financial reports of the 
relevant superannuation funds are examined to assist with verifying the information in the financial 
reports of sponsoring companies, and identify other significant information not disclosed. The major 
issues which are identified as impacting on the relevance and reliability of superannuation disclosures 
in company financial reports are: hybrid superannuation funds, multiple sponsored funds, timeliness of 
disclosure, contribution holidays and general presentation issues.    
 
 
Hybrid superannuation funds19 
AASB 1028 superannuation disclosure requirements apply only in relation to defined benefit plans 
sponsored by companies and not defined contribution (accumulation) plans. AAS 25 (para. 10) 
defines DBPs as all plans other than DCPs. Hybrid funds which provide both DB and DC benefits are 
accordingly deemed to be DBPs and are required to comply with the AAS 25 reporting requirements 
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for DBPs. Because AASB 1028 disclosure requirements apply only to DBPs and disclosed information 
about the plan must be drawn from funds’ accounts prepared in accordance with AAS 25, information 
about all sponsored funds that are classified as DBPs must be disclosed by companies. 
  
A review of the company superannuation disclosures and available superannuation fund financial 
reports revealed that only 20 (17%) of the sample companies sponsor plans that provide “purely” 
defined benefits20 and 88 (73%) sponsor hybrid plans;21 the type of plans sponsored was not 
determinable for 12 (10%) companies. This predominance of hybrid plans22 means that much of the 
information reported in company financial reports that supposedly relates to “defined benefit” plans, in 
fact, includes information about accumulation benefits. Without additional information, it is not 
possible to determine the extent to which the information is about the company’s obligations in 
relation to the DB element of the sponsored fund. However, some companies provide additional 
disclosures. For example, Bank of Western Australia includes in its superannuation note a comment 
that less than 0.5% of the members in the sponsored fund receive defined benefits.23  
One implication of the AASB 1028 reporting requirements “capturing” hybrid funds is that the two 
types of benefits are not distinguished in the company disclosures. This distinction is important 
because the types of benefits are economically different in terms of employers’ obligations. That is, 
employers’ obligations to fund accumulation benefits are fully discharged when companies make 
contributions to the DCP, whereas the obligation to fund defined benefits is ongoing. A comparison of 
the disclosures in company accounts and the fund financial reports showed that in many cases the 
reported superannuation information is for the total fund and therefore includes both DC and DB 
elements. Some other companies report only the DB component of the fund (eg, CSR, Leighton and 
Telstra). In most cases the companies do not disclose whether the information relates to the total fund 
or the DB section only. The lack of consistency between companies in their disclosures adversely 
impacts on comparability of the superannuation information.   
A further implication of reporting hybrid fund information is that it is not possible to distinguish whether 
contributions reported in the company financial report relate to the DB  or DC members. For example, 
the 1999 Bank of Western Australia superannuation commitments note states: “The surplus of assets 
over benefits payable has enabled the parent entity to reduce the level of contributions made to the 
plan.” However, this disclosure does not enlighten on whether it is the DB section, the DC section or 
both to which the reduction in contributions applies.24 
An important consequence of companies’ ability to choose whether or not to report superannuation 
information which includes the assets and liabilities associated with accumulation members in DBPs 
is that it has a material effect on the surplus ratio. For example, during 1998 the major DB fund 
sponsored by Amcor increased in size with the transfer of accumulation members from another fund 
and the surplus as a percentage of fund assets dropped from 16.8% in 1997 to 10.8% in 1998. The 
absolute amount of the surplus did not change significantly but the increase in both total 
superannuation fund assets and accrued liabilities had the effect of reducing the surplus to 
superannuation assets ratio. In contrast, companies which present the amounts of assets and 
liabilities for the DB sections only, generally have a higher surplus ratio than if the total fund amounts 
(DB and DC) were reported. Again, this inconsistency in what is reported by companies adversely 
affects comparability of the funding positions of the superannuation funds they sponsor.  
 
 
Multiple sponsored funds 
About 40% of the companies in the sample disclosed that they sponsor more than one DBP, with the 
number of plans ranging from two to twelve and a mean (median) of 3.56 (3) plans. Of those 
sponsoring multiple DBPs, about one-third sponsor only Australian plans and two-thirds sponsor 
Australian and overseas plans.25 In most cases the overseas DBPs are plans sponsored by 
subsidiaries in the US and UK. Several disclosure issues arise for companies that sponsor multiple 
DBPs. First, aggregation problems arise if the DBPs of companies that sponsor multiple Australian 
funds have different balance dates and the accrued benefits amounts for each plan are measured at 
different dates.  
 
A second problem arises where companies sponsor a mix of Australian and overseas DBPs. AASB 
1028 requires disclosure of information which has been drawn from the DBP financial reports that 
have been prepared in accordance with AAS 25. It is not feasible for companies to obtain this 
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information for overseas DBPs, given that their financial reports are prepared in accordance with the 
accounting rules prevailing in those countries because the benefit items are defined and measured 
differently from the Australian requirements. For example, Note 30 of AMP’s 1999 financial report 
does not disclose the amount of vested benefits for sponsored UK DBPs but states: “Vested benefits 
as defined in accounting standards in Australia are not normally calculated by UK funds of this type. In 
each case, vested benefits would be substantially the same as, or less than, the accrued benefits.”  
 
Note 27 of the 1999 financial report of News Corporation Ltd discloses that the company sponsors 
more than 70 pension plans26 in Australia and overseas, but only aggregate amounts for the DBPs the 
company sponsors are shown. Although sub-totals are provided for each item by group of DBPs that 
are in surplus and by group that are in deficit, no information is provided about how many funds are 
represented by each sub-total or in which countries the DBPs are located. Thus information is lost 
through aggregation. In particular it is not disclosed that a substantial proportion of the total surplus is 
attributable to the Australian DBP and that the company is taking a contribution holiday in relation to 
that plan.  Consequently, significant relevant information (particularly to employees) is not disclosed. 
In addition, the US terms “accumulated benefit obligation” and “projected benefit obligation” are used 
in the News Corporation Ltd report,27 rather than vested28 and accrued benefits, as required by AASB 
1028. If Australian users of the financial report are not familiar with the “foreign” terminology, then the 
superannuation information is likely to be difficult to understand and less comparable with other 
entities.   
 
 
Timeliness of disclosures  
A count of the number of months between companies’ reporting dates and the dates at which each of 
AB, VB and NMVPA were measured was undertaken for the sample of companies.29 The results are 
presented in Table 2. The number of months that elapsed between the time the item was measured 
and the company reporting date range from zero to 48 for accrued benefits and zero to 36 for both 
vested benefits and net market value of plan assets. Only nine (8%) of the sample companies report 
AB as being measured at the same date as the company reporting date. The frequencies of the VB 
and NMVPA measurement dates coinciding with company reporting date are slightly higher at 15 
(15%) and 16 (16%) respectively. The median number of months between the company reporting 
date and the superannuation item measurement date is 18 for AB and 12 for both VB and NMVPA. 
Thus, in most cases, the superannuation item amounts disclosed in company reports were measured 
twelve or more months before the company’s reporting date. 
 
  
[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE] 
 
Table 2 shows that of the three items, the greatest dispersion is in the number of months since 
accrued benefits were measured. This is attributable to the fact that DBPs are required to have an 
actuarial valuation of accrued benefits only every three years. Given that the AB amounts reported by 
half of the companies are more than 18 months old, the relevance of this information is questionable. 
The vested benefits and plan assets disclosures are more timely in that for about 85% of the 
companies in the sample, these two items were measured at least 12 months prior to the company 
reporting date. The reason for the high frequency (42%) of VB and NMVPA amounts that were 
measured 12 months previously is because the company disclosure is required to be drawn from the 
audited financial report of the sponsored DBP. If the company’s reporting date coincides with that of 
the DBP, the current year financial report may not have been audited (or even completed) in time to 
include the information in the company report. Therefore the prior-year audited DBP report is the most 
recent source for the information that the company is required to disclose.  
The timing and timeliness of superannuation disclosures influence the relevance and reliability of the 
information in several ways. First, the funding position of a sponsored DBP can change dramatically 
from the time of the most recent actuarial valuation to the company’s reporting date. For example, the 
1999 Coventry Group financial report discloses that at the last full actuarial review date (1 July 1996) 
the sponsored DBP was in surplus by $4,790,000, but an interim actuarial review conducted at 30 
June 1998 revealed a shortfall of $863,000. Clearly, disclosure of only the 1996 funding position 
would have been misleading.  
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A second implication is the measurement of the amount of surplus or deficit. Because accrued 
benefits are required to be measured only every three years, but the NMVPA is reported each year, 
the amount of surplus or deficit is derived from amounts that are measured at different dates. Only 
50% of the sample companies report a surplus or deficit which has been calculated using amounts of 
AB and NMVPA measured at a common date and 27% are calculated using amounts measured at 
different dates.30 Calculation of the difference between AB and NMVPA using amounts measured at 
different dates usually results in an overstatement or understatement of the amount of the 
surplus/deficit. In most cases the surplus would be overstated because the NMVPA is measured at a 
more recent date than AB; however understatement is not uncommon. For example, the 
superannuation note in Orica’s 1999 financial report explains that the reason for the deficit of $35.3 
million is because the fund assets are measured at June 1999 whereas accrued benefits are 
measured at June 1997. A comparison of the two items at June 1997 shows that the fund was 
actually in surplus by $65.6 million at that date. Because the number of fund members declined 
between 1997 and 1999 (and the amount of AB would have also declined), the amount of AB in 1997 
is being compared with a 1999 asset amount associated with a significantly lower membership base.  
As mentioned above, using different measurement dates for AB and NMVPA usually results in an 
overstated surplus. For example, Note 41 in the National Australia Bank 1999 financial report states 
“Accrued Benefits are at the date of the last actuarial assessment, which was September 30, 1997.  
Plan Assets . . . are as at September 30, 1999.  A large portion of the surplus relates to the different 
valuation date of Accrued Benefits and Plan Assets . . .”, which  implies that the amount of the surplus 
is overstated. Qantas justified non-compliance with the requirement to disclose the superannuation 
surplus by stating that comparison of AB and NMVPA “is inappropriate due to the difference between 
the dates of the two valuations”. To overcome this problem, twelve of the sample companies made 
additional disclosures to present the surplus measured at a common date. That is, in addition to 
reporting the amounts of AB and NMVPA as at the most recent measurement date, they also reported 
the amount of NMVPA at the same date as AB were last measured and the amount of the surplus at 
that common measurement date.   
A further issue arises with DBPs which have various categories of members. For example, the DBP 
sponsored by Goldfields has six different categories of members and the accrued benefits for these 
were measured at three different dates (1 July 1995, 1997 and 1999). The addition of AB at three 
different measurement dates results in a somewhat meaningless figure. Similarly, aggregation 
problems arise where a company sponsors more than one DBP and the DBPs have different reporting 
dates.  
Finally, there is the issue of the various superannuation items relating to different reporting periods. In 
most cases the information about the financial position of sponsored DBPs (accrued/vested benefits 
and plan assets) lags the company reporting date by a year or more, whereas the amount of 
superannuation contribution expense usually relates to the current reporting period. Thus the expense 
item could bear little or no relationship to the other superannuation items disclosed in the company 
report.   
Some companies attempt to align the most recent measurement of assets with an updated measure 
of accrued benefits so that the two items are measured as at a recent common date. Sixteen of the 
sample companies disclosed that the amount of the accrued benefit had been updated since the last 
actuarial review. In most cases the basis of measurement is not stated; a general comment is made, 
such as the accrued benefits having been “adjusted for benefits accrued” since the last actuarial 
valuation date (Abigroup), or that the amount of accrued benefits at the company’s balance date is 
estimated (BHP). Some provide a little more information, such as stating that the amount of benefits 
accrued since the last actuarial review is “a Directors’ estimate based on the advice of the Trustees of 
the plans” (Perpetual Trustees). Boral Ltd disclosed that the actuary of the DBP had advised the 
estimated position of the plan at the company’s balance date. In the absence of information on how 
the updated accrued benefits amount is determined, it is difficult to assess the reliability of the 
information.  
 
 
Contribution holidays  
Where DBPs are significantly in surplus, it is common for the sponsoring company to take a 
contribution holiday. Cessation or reduction of contributions to sponsored DBPs affects the company’s 
cashflows and therefore represents important economic information to investors (if material). 
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Employees who are members of the relevant DBP would also be interested to know that the 
sponsoring company is effectively repatriating the fund surplus.31 However, AASB 1028 does not 
require companies to disclose whether they are taking a contribution holiday or have reduced their 
contributions due to the fund surplus.  
 
Examination of disclosures in the 1999 financial reports of the 120 sample companies revealed that 
31 (26%) were taking a contribution holiday in relation to some or all of the DBPs they sponsor. Of 
these 31 companies, 17 explicitly stated that they had ceased contributions, seven showed zero 
contributions to the DBP and therefore a contribution holiday could be inferred, and seven made 
ambiguous statements (eg, “contributions have been reduced due to the fund surplus”) from which the 
contribution holiday could also be inferred. The available superannuation fund financial reports were 
cross-checked with the company disclosures and showed that a further 28 (23%) sample companies 
had taken a partial or full contribution holiday during 1999 but had made no disclosures about this in 
the company financial report. Of these 28 companies, seven made no disclosure about contributions 
(and therefore it was not possible to determine whether the company had complied with AASB 1028), 
four disclosed a “superannuation expense” (without stating whether it related to DBPs, DCPs or both), 
and 17 disclosed that they had made contributions to the DBPs. All of these 17 companies sponsor 
hybrid superannuation funds, which are technically treated as DBPs. In most cases the company 
continued to make contributions to the fund in relation to accumulation members, but was not making 
contributions in relation to DB members. In some cases the surplus arising from the DB section was 
used to reduce the contributions to the DC section of the plan.32  
This analysis reveals that a substantial number of companies are taking contribution holidays but are 
not revealing this in their superannuation disclosures. Companies that do make disclosures are often 
vague and do not state the specific effect on the company’s funding obligations. For example, the 
notes to Pirelli Cables 1999 financial report disclose that “contributions to some classes of 
membership are currently funded by the fund surplus”. The accounting policy note on superannuation 
in the 1999 financial report of Burns Philp states: “Where the assets of a fund significantly exceed the 
liabilities and where the fund's actuary has so recommended, contributions have been suspended 
until such time as the surplus is reduced.” However, no specific information is provided about which 
funds the contribution holiday relates to, when the contribution holiday commenced, or how long it is 
expected to continue into the future.33 Information about reduction or cessation of company 
contributions to superannuation funds is relevant to users’ decision-making needs but is not presently 
required to be disclosed.  
Similarly, when a company resumes contributing to the DBP after taking a contribution holiday for a 
number of years, this is likely to have a material effect on profit and therefore is relevant to users’ 
economic decision-making. For example, in 1999 Orica Ltd resumed contributions to DBPs after 
taking a 10-year contribution holiday. Although it was stated in the 1998 financial report that the 
company expected to resume superannuation contributions at the beginning of the 1998/99 financial 
year, the amount of the expected contributions was not disclosed. This is despite the fact that the 
company’s 1998/99 preliminary final report to the Australian Stock Exchange states that shareholders 
were advised at the 1998 AGM that the resumption of contributions was forecast to reduce EBIT by 
$40 million in the following year.34 In the absence of disclosure of the amount in the 1997/98 annual 
report, shareholders who did not attend the AGM and other users would have had difficulty in 
predicting the effect that the increase in superannuation contributions would have on the following 
year’s profit. This information is clearly material given that the resumption of superannuation 
contributions reduced Orica’s 1998/99 profit by $37.7 million (17%).  
 
 
General presentation issues 
The presentation of superannuation disclosures varies significantly among companies. Although 
tabular presentation of the AB, VB, NMVPA and surplus/deficit is common, in many cases this 
information is presented in narrative form. Additional information also varies in breadth and format.  
The greatest inconsistency is in the presentation of DBP contributions. As shown in Table 1, 33 (28%) 
of the sample companies did not disclose information about DBP contributions. In most cases it was 
not possible to determine whether the contributions were zero or not material, or whether the 
company did not comply with the standard. Only 47% of the companies place the contributions 
information with the other superannuation disclosures, 24% placed contributions information with 
other charges to profit in the “expenses” note, and two companies presented the amounts of 
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contributions in the “related parties” note. Inconsistencies in placement of the disclosure about the 
amounts recognised in the financial report adversely affects the comparability between companies.  
 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
This study found that for a sample of 120 companies drawn from the top 500 Australian companies, 
non-compliance with the superannuation disclosures mandated by AASB 1028 is surprisingly 
frequent. The analysis shows that company superannuation disclosures made in accordance with 
current AASB 1028 requirements are generally not timely and suffer endemic measurement problems. 
It could be argued that in some cases, companies are justified in not complying with the standard 
because the disclosed information may be misleading. In particular, disclosure of a surplus or deficit, 
calculated as the difference between accrued benefits and superannuation assets which are 
measured at different dates, clearly results in the reporting of unreliable, if not misleading, information. 
The differing measurement dates also lead to aggregation problems, which may explain why more 
than a third of the companies do not present aggregate totals for the funds that they sponsor. 
 
Another significant issue arising from this study is the lack of timeliness of disclosed superannuation 
information, and therefore its relevance. Accrued benefits is the key measure used to determine the 
funding position of sponsored superannuation funds, but was found to be dated by twelve or more 
months for about three-quarters of the companies. Similarly, for about 60% of the companies, the 
dates at which superannuation assets and vested benefits were determined were 12 or more months 
before the sponsoring company’s reporting date. In light of these extensive time lags, the usefulness 
of the information is highly questionable. The AASB 1028 requirements stand in stark contrast with  
measurement date rules that apply in the US, where SFAS 87 (para. 52) requires that pension plan 
assets and obligations are determined as of a date no more than three months before the company’s 
reporting date. The international accounting standard (IAS 19 Appendix C, Para. 15) similarly requires 
defined benefit pension obligations and plan assets to be measured at the company’s reporting date. 
Adoption of international standards by Australian companies will therefore require more frequent 
measurement of accrued benefits on at least an annual basis. Annual valuation of accrued benefits 
was strongly resisted by the superannuation industry when it was proposed in the development of 
AAS 25 (see Gallery 1999) and when it was again proposed in ED 53 (see Lambert and Gallery 
1995).  
Two significant problems arise from the AASB 1028 requirement that the superannuation information 
disclosed by companies must be drawn from the audited financial reports of the funds they sponsor. 
First, given that most of the Australian funds are hybrid funds (with both defined contribution and 
defined benefit members), inconsistencies arise in the information reported. While some companies 
report “whole of fund” information, which includes the assets and benefits attributable to defined 
contribution members, others report only the information relevant to defined benefit members. In the 
absence of guidelines on how information for hybrid funds should be disclosed, companies may 
selectively report information about the funds and, consequently, influence the amount of the 
superannuation fund surplus/deficit that is reported.  Inconsistencies between companies in their 
reporting of hybrid superannuation funds leads to comparability problems.   
The second problem arises where companies sponsor a mix of Australian and overseas 
superannuation funds. Given that the accounts of overseas funds are prepared in accordance with the 
accounting rules prevailing in those jurisdictions, AAS 25-compliant information about those funds is 
not readily available. Moreover, where the benefit items for overseas funds are measured and defined 
differently from Australian requirements, compliance with AASB 1028 becomes difficult.   
While a number of problems exist in relation to the required disclosures, it was also found that AASB 
1028 does not mandate disclosure of potentially important information. A significant proportion of 
companies in the sample were taking a contribution holiday but did not disclose this fact, or provided 
only limited indication of this fact in their financial reports. The absence of any requirement to disclose 
whether the company has reduced or ceased contributions due to fund surpluses may mean that 
relevant information is not being provided to users. Knowledge of any contribution holidays would 
assist with predicting effects on current and future earnings as well as assessing the duration of the 
benefits that a company derives from the associated asset (surplus).  
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Overall, these findings suggest that the AASB 1028 superannuation disclosure requirements are 
lacking in relevance and reliability. The problems identified here lead to questions about whether the 
present superannuation disclosures are misleading rather than informative. There is clearly an urgent 
need for the standard setters to at least review the disclosure requirements, if not introduce 
measurement and recognition requirements. There is also the question of whether the disclosures are 
informative or misleading for market participants. The untimely disclosure and measurement problems 
identified here possibly explain why the findings of the Australian study on the value-relevance of 
superannuation disclosures (Ang et al 1999) are inconsistent with those of similar pension disclosure 
studies in the US. The US studies have found accrued benefits to have greater information content 
than vested benefits, whereas the Australian study found that accrued benefits are no more relevant 
than vested benefits. The Ang et al (1999) study is based company disclosures for 1995, the first year 
that AAS 1028 was effective, and the analysis here is based on the 1999 disclosures. Thus the issue 
of whether superannuation disclosures are value relevant warrants revisiting and represents scope for 
further research.  
 
Natalie Gallery is a senior lecturer in accounting in the School of Business, University of Sydney. 
 
 
NOTES 
1 The term “pensions” is used in the US to refer to employment-related retirement income benefits; 
the term “superannuation” is used in Australia.   
2 Ang et al (1999) suggest that a delayed reaction by market participants to the initial (1995) 
superannuation disclosures is also a possible explanatory factor.    
3 “Accumulation funds” is the term used in the Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act 1993 to 
refer to defined contribution plans and is the term more commonly used in the superannuation 
industry.  
4 This is similar to the approach taken by US standard setters a decade earlier, in that the FASB first 
developed a standard on accounting for pension plans (SFAS 35) and then proceeded to develop 
the standard on employers’ accounting for pensions (SFAS 87).  
5 See the media release “Accountancy Bodies Stand by Super Standard”, issued jointly by the 
Australian Society of CPAs and the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia on 29 October 
1990.    
6 The superannuation items that AASB 1028 requires companies to disclose are drawn from the 
financial reports of the superannuation funds sponsored by the companies. Accordingly, AAS 25 
rather than AASB 1028 determines measurement of those items.  
7 Primary users of general purpose financial reports include resource providers, recipients of goods 
and services, and parties performing a review or oversight function (SAC, 2 para. 16).  
8 In accordance with the AAS 25 (para. 10) definition, a defined benefit plan includes all plans other 
than defined contribution plans. Thus, what is commonly termed as a hybrid plan (has both defined 
benefit and defined contribution members) is classified as a defined benefit plan under AAS 25.  
9 As mentioned earlier, employers’ obligation to fund DCPs is fully discharged when contributions are 
paid to the superannuation fund.  Neither AASB 1028 nor any other accounting standard requires 
companies to separately disclose either the superannuation expense associated with contributions 
to DCPs or any other information about the DCPs.  
10 Similarly, AAS 25 (para. 64) recommends, but does not require, disclosure of actuarial 
assumptions and changes in actuarial assumptions that have a significant effect on the 
measurement of accrued benefits.  
11 This is because if the balance date of the DBP falls on the same day as the sponsoring company’s 
reporting date, then the most recent audited financial report of the plan is likely to be the prior year 
report. The most recent actuarial measurement of AB reported in the DBP’s accounts could be at a 
date three years earlier, resulting in the company reporting an AB amount which was measured 
more than three years earlier.  
  13
12 The analysis of company disclosures in this study identified several instances where the reported 
superannuation plan assets represented the plan investments before deducting liabilities.   
13 It has been argued that the number derived from the present value calculation of accrued benefits 
is too ‘soft’ for inclusion in financial reports. For example, FASB members who dissented on the 
U.S. pension fund accounting exposure draft argued that as the calculation of accrued benefits is 
vulnerable to so many uncertainties, it is generally less reliable than other items included in financial 
reports (FASB 1980).  
14 The incidence of DBPs in non-Top 500 listed companies is likely to be minimal as large, 
established companies have traditionally used DBPs.  
15 Initially, a word search of the annual reports on the Connect 4 website was conducted to identify 
those companies that sponsor defined benefit plans. However, the website search produced a great 
deal of information which has no apparent relevance to the words on which the search was based. 
The word search was then conducted on the 1998 CD-ROM (last year in which the Connect 4 
database is available in this medium) which proved highly accurate in identifying the companies that 
sponsored defined benefit plans in 1998 and earlier years. The companies identified through this 
process were then used as the sample for this study.   
16 Firms which have a foreign domicile are not included because they are not required to comply with 
Australian accounting standards.  
17 Of these items, superannuation expense would be the most common item as the company would 
normally contribute to the plan each period and thus would recognise an associated expense.   
18 Recall that AASB 1028 requires disclosure of amounts recognised that relate to DBPs sponsored 
by the company; the standard does not include any disclosure requirements in relation to DCPs.  
19 Hybrid superannuation funds are funds in which some members receive defined benefits and 
others receive accumulation (defined contribution) benefits. Given the different nature of these types 
of benefits, assets and obligations are accounted for separately for each type of plan within the fund. 
However, the fund financial reports are usually prepared showing the aggregate plan assets and 
liabilities.  
20 Plans assessed as “purely” defined benefit are those in which all members receive defined 
benefits. However, those members may also have accumulation accounts where the members are 
able to make additional voluntary contributions to the fund or roll over benefits from other funds.  
21 As a comparison, superannuation industry statistics show that of the 938 private sector Australian 
superannuation funds that have an element of defined benefits, 50% (470) are defined benefit funds 
and 50% (468) are hybrid funds (APRA, 2001).   
22 It is evident from the perusal of the company disclosures and financial reports of the sponsored 
superannuation plans that there were many mergers of company plans and in many cases this 
included the combining of plans that were previously separate DBPs and DCPs.   
23 The financial report of the Bankwest Superannuation plan shows that of the $131.9 million vested 
benefits, only $134,000, or 0.1%, is for defined benefit members.   
24 It is possible to determine that the contribution holiday relates to both by reference to the 
superannuation fund financial report. That is, the fund report discloses that no employer 
contributions were made in relation to DB members and accumulation accounts were credited from 
the surplus by $6.08 million in 1998 and $1.40 million in 1999 (thus reducing employer contributions 
by these amounts).   
25 Only one company sponsors multiple DBPs that are all overseas plans.  
26 How many of these are DBPs in not disclosed. However, some descriptive information is provided 
about the major plans which the entity sponsors which includes 12 DBPs. This information 
comprises the name and type of fund, the country in which the fund is located, the funding basis for 
contributions, the date of the last actuarial assessment and the name of the actuary.  
27 In the US, SFAS 35 and SFAS 87 use three measures of benefit obligations: vested benefit 
obligation (VBO), accumulated benefit obligation (ABO) and projected benefit obligation (PBO). 
VBO and PBO equate to vested benefits and accrued benefits respectively as defined in Australia.  
28 However, the vested and non-vested sub-components of ABO are shown.  
29 In the case of companies that sponsor more than one DBP, the dates used for this analysis are for 
the major Australian DBP sponsored by the company.   
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30 For the remaining 23% of the companies this information is not determinable due to insufficient 
disclosure. 
31 Under the SIS legislation, “lump sum” surpluses can be repatriated only if the fund trustee agrees 
and notice of the repatriation is given to employees. However, the legislation is silent on contribution 
holidays. Where DBPs are overfunded, the sponsoring employer is able to reduce or cease 
contributions and therefore effectively repatriate the surplus over time without the restriction of 
gaining trustee approval or informing fund members. There has been some argument about 
whether the employer has sole beneficial interest in the surplus given that members also usually 
contribute to the fund (see, for example, the Shell case discussed in Davis 1994).    
32 This is a possible motivation for merging DCPs and DBPs in that the DBP surplus can then be 
used to fund the ongoing cash contributions that would otherwise have to be made by the company 
to the DCP.   
33 Examination of the financial report for the Australian DBP sponsored by Burns Philp revealed that 
the company had not made any contributions to the fund since 1995 except for salary sacrifice 
contributions which are effectively employee contributions repackaged as employer contributions to 
gain tax concessions.   
34 A search of the company announcements before and after the 1998 AGM found no reference to 
the amount of expected superannuation contributions in 1998/99.  
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[TABLES FOLLOW] 
 
 
TABLE 1: DEGREE OF COMPLIANCE WITH AASB 1028 SUPERANNUATION DISCLOSURE 
REQUIREMENTS IN 1999 COMPANY FINANCIAL REPORTS 
 
Disclosure item Fully complied Partly complied Not complied 
 N  N  N  
For each DBP sponsored by the company the 
amount of:  
      
 Accrued benefits 103 (86%)  17 (14%)
 Net market value of plan assets 105 (88%)  15 (12%)
 Difference between AB and NMVPA 95 (79%)  25 (21%)
 Vested benefits  103 (86%) 1 (1%) 16 (13%)
For all DBPs sponsored by the company the 
aggregate amount of:* 
 
 Accrued benefits 40 (66%)  21 (34%)
 Net market value of plan assets 41 (67%)  20 (33%)
 Difference between AB and NMVPA 37 (61%)  24 (39%)
 Vested benefits  40 (66%)  21 (34%)
For each DBP sponsored by the company the 
measurement dates of : 
 
 Accrued benefits 65 (54%) 43 (36%) 12 (10%)
 Net market value of plan assets 63 (52%) 42 (35%) 15 (12%)
 Vested benefits 64 (53%) 41 (34%) 15 (13%)
The company’s superannuation accounting 
policy 
106 (88%)  14 (12%)
Any amounts recognised in the accounts 74 (62%) 1 (1%) 5 (37%)
Prior-year comparative information  59 (49%) 3 (3%) 58 (48%)
       
∗ Of the 120 companies in the sample, 61 disclosed that they sponsor more than one defined 
benefit plan. Therefore, the percentages shown in parentheses for each item relate to the 
total of 61 companies which sponsor multiple DBPs.  
 
  16
 
 
TABLE 2: NUMBER OF MONTHS BETWEEN COMPANY REPORTING DATE AND DATE AT 
WHICH REPORTED AMOUNTS OF ACCRUED BENEFITS, VESTED BENEFITS AND NET 
MARKET VALUE OF PLAN ASSETS WERE MOST RECENTLY MEASURED 
 
Accrued benefits Vested benefits Net market value of plan 
assets 
Number 
of 
months 
since 
items 
measure
d 
Number of 
companies 
% Cumulativ
e  % 
Number of 
companies
% Cumulative 
% 
Number of 
companies 
% Cumulative 
% 
0 9 8.3 8.3 15 15.2 15.2 16 16.0 16.0
1 1 0.9 9.2 1 1.0 16.2 1 1.0 17.0
3 1 0.9 10.1 6 6.1 22.2 5 5.0 22.0
4 1 0.9 11.0 1 1.0 23.2 1 1.0 23.0
6 7 6.4 17.4 8 8.1 31.3 8 8.0 31.0
8   1 1.0 32.3 1 1.0 32.0
9 5 4.6 22.0 6 6.1 38.4 6 6.0 38.0
10 2 1.8 23.9 3 3.0 41.4 3 3.0 41.0
11 1 0.9 24.8 1 1.0 42.4 1 1.0 42.0
12 23 21.1 45.9 42 42.4 84.8 42 42.0 84.0
15 3 2.8 48.6 1 1.0 85.9 1 1.0 85.0
16 1 0.9 49.5   
18 2 1.8 51.4 2 2.0 87.9 2 2.0 87.0
19 1 0.9 52.3   
21 2 1.8 54.1 1 1.0 88.9 1 1.0 88.0
22 1 0.9 55.0 1 1.0 89.9 1 1.0 89.0
24 19 17.4 72.5 3 3.0 92.9 3 3.0 92.0
25   1 1.0 93.9 1 1.0 93.0
26 1 0.9 73.4   
27 4 3.7 77.1 1 1.0 94.9 1 1.0 94.0
29 1 0.9 78.0   
30 1 0.9 78.9 1 1.0 95.0
32 1 0.9 79.8   
33 2 1.8 81.7   
35 1 0.9 82.6 1 1.0 96.0 1 1.0 96.0
36 16 14.7 97.2 4 4.0 100.0 4 4.0 100.0
37 1 0.9 98.2   
42 1 0.9 99.1   
48 1 0.9 100.0   
Total 109 100.0 99 100.0 100 100.0 
Mean 19.0 months 11.2 months 10.9 months
Median 18 months 12 months 12 months
 
                                                 
7 AASB 1028 was revised and reissued in July 2002. The superannuation disclosure requirements in the revised standard are 
substantively retained with only minor modification to the requirements relating to multiple employer superannuation 
plans. References to AASB 1028 in this article are to the relevant sections of the standard that applied to companies at the 
time of the study.  
